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WHY DENY WOMEN EQUAL 
LEGAL RIGHTS?
By HAZEL PALMER
Miss Hazel Palmer, Attorney at Law, graduated in law from National Uni­
versity in Washington, D. C. She was admitted to the bar in 1933. Miss Palmer, 
a partner in Palmer and Palmer, Attorneys and Counselors at Law in Sedalia, 
Missouri, is the First Vice-President of the National Federation of Business and 
Professional Women’s Clubs.
We are happy to have the opportunity to present the viewpoint of this ardent 
advocate of the Equal Rights Amendment.
At the outset, may I comment that the 
so-called Equal Rights Amendment is not 
advocated as a cure for all ills, or as a 
magic touch to cure all human frailties 
and weaknesses, or to change human 
nature, as some opponents would have us 
believe. It is a matter of equal legal rights 
—not equal rights. A woman should have 
the same right under the law to enter into 
contracts, make conveyances of her prop­
erty, control and manage her own property, 
serve as legal guardian of her children, 
enter into business if she desires, work at 
the time of day, or night, unlimited in 
number of hours according to her physical 
and mental ability, have the same control 
over and the same share in the community 
property—all just the same as a man.
This Amendment is not just for one group 
of women. It is not a battle or the sexes. 
It is not a civil rights bill, an equal rights 
bill, nor a non-discriminatory personal 
rights bill. It should for clarification be 
termed an “Equal Legal Rights Amend­
ment.” Many argue that is strictly a matter 
of state’s rights. No one believes more in 
state’s rights than I. But, the necessity 
of a Constitutional Amendment which 
would guarantee to all women in the 
United States the right to vote, defeats 
this argument. That matter was thrashed 
out on the proposition of a “half slave­
half free” national controversy. The in­
secure part of securing equal legal rights 
on a state basis is that such rights could 
be abolished by the next legislature.
For 31 years this question has been 
tossed around in Congress. Our nation 
cries in a loud voice to other nations for 
equality for their people, particularly their 
women—yet women here beg for legal 
equality, the political parties promise it 
in their platforms, but so far no party 
has manifested the integrity to keep its 
word. No wonder Russia and her Com­
munist satellites delight in pointing out 
this denial of legal equality to one class 
of citizens in a Democracy.
Under what banner do the opponents to 
this measure gather? We are told first that 
women and men are not equals, and then 
that “protective legislation” is needed for 
certain classes of women.
No one advocating passage of this 
Amendment ever based support of it upon 
“the fallacy that men and women are so 
much alike that they should, under all 
laws, be considered as equals,” as stated 
by Senator Carl Hayden of Arizona in his 
fight against the Amendment and in pres­
enting the crippling and nullifying Hayden 
rider. All men are not equal in strength, 
in intelligence, in business ability, in 
knowledge of investments, in actual educa­
tion, in fatherhood—yet no one has ad­
vocated that the weak among them be 
deprived of their legal equality.
The banner of “protective legislation” 
is flown first in the area of employment. 
Women know that this Amendment would 
not force anyone to hire a women but they 
do know that it would give women the legal 
right to be hired if someone did wish to 
employ them, where such employment is 
now prohibited in some states under 
the guise of “protective legislation” for 
women.
There has been much said about the 
long struggle to secure maximum hours 
of labor, prohibition of night employment, 
and “working conditions” for “female 
workers.” May I say that there has been 
a long struggle to secure all these “rights 
and benefits” for every working man in 
this country, until today he, too, enjoys 
a 40 hour week and the improved “work­
ing conditions” some seem to infer were 
achieved only for physically weak females. 
The sweatshop days, when women (and 
men) were worked from morning until 
night, in unbelievable surroundings for a
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Board of Directors so that fair decisions 
may be reached. Once an authorization is 
approved by the Board, the controller must 
take steps to report on expenditures so that 
no excess spending results. In no event can 
he play the part of the passive bookkeeper. 
For certain of the administrative expenses 
the controller will be directly responsible— 
not only for the accounting division ex­
penses, but also for certain of the costs 
assigned to him for control, such as income 
taxes, other income and expenses, contribu­
tions, or payroll taxes and insurance.
There are many other fields in which the 
controller is active, such as control of cash, 
receivables, inventories, investments, fixed 
assets, liabilities, capital, surplus, and 
reserves.
* * * 
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Cincinnati. She is employed as account­
ant and auditor with the Appellate Divi­
sion, Indianapolis office of the Internal 
Revenue Service. She is a member of 
AWSCPA and the Ohio Society of CPA’s.
Marjorie H. Mitchell, C. P. A., 2nd Vice- 
President, has served the society as direc­
tor and as 1st vice-president. A charter 
member and former president of the De­
troit Chapter of ASWA, Marjorie was a 
director of the San Francisco Chapter 
during the year just ended. She graduated 
from Walsh Institute of Accountancy and 
holds CPA certificates in Michigan and 
California. Formerly a senior accountant 
on the staff of Price Waterhouse & Co., 
Marjorie is currently employed as assis­
tant treasurer of Pacific Molasses Com­
pany. A member of the American Insti­
tute of Accountants and the National As­
sociation of Cost Accountants, she is the 
first vice-president of the Zonta Club of 
San Francisco.
Elizabeth E. Shannessy, Secretary, is a 
past president of the Muskegon Chapter 
of ASWA and served the national society 
as auditor in 1952-1953. Mrs. Shannessy, 
a busy mother and grandmother of four, 
has been extremely active in Muskegon 
community activities. She is a graduate 
of McLachlan University and is employed 
as General Office Manager of Krause’s 
Stores.
Ida H. Alt, Treasurer, has served the 
society as director and is a charter mem­
ber and past president of the Louisville 
chapter. Miss Alt studied accounting at 
Midway Junior College, Spencerian Busi­
ness College and IAS. She is employed by 
Brown and Monroe, Certified Public Ac­
countants.
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pittance, sweeping the floors and making 
the fires besides, brought about a crusade 
for shorter hours and better working con­
ditions, and women being novices to the 
industrial world, legislation was sought 
for their “protection” as they gradually 
filtered from the home and homelife into 
the field of the gainfully employed outside 
the home. But that same “protection” was 
finally achieved for all workers men and 
women.
This “protective legislation” enjoyed by 
men has not caused them to lose their legal 
rights. If women are given the same legal 
rights as the male citizen has, are they to 
be returned to the sweatshops, deprived of 
their improved “working conditions,” and 
reduced to the pittance wage?
In 1954, what was intended as a protec­
tion many years ago, has now become a 
discrimination against women. For the 
male employee can work over his regular 
hourly week and receive time and a half 
pay, maybe double pay—but because of the 
“protective legislation” kept on the statute 
books in some states “female employees” 
can not so work over time or at night and 
earn the extra income that she, her children, 
aged parents and perhaps an invalid husband 
so badly need.
Almost 20 million women, in 700 different 
fields of endeavor, are earning a living 
today, and 46 percent of them have one or 
more dependents. A survey shows that 92 
percent of the mature women who work do 
so because of necessity, and nearly 5 mil­
lion families in this country receive at least 
one-half of all their income from the earn­
ings of women. To maintain the high 
standard of living in American homes and 
give the children the education most parents 
desire for them now, the employment of all 
the women in the home is in a great 
majority of cases almost imperative. Mil­
lions of women are the sole support of 
themselves and dependents. Why should a 
special group of citizens—women—be “re­
stricted” in their employment and their 
ability to earn? To say the least, it is anti­
democratic.
Nothing was too hazardous for the frail, 
“protected” woman during World Wars I 
and II. Night work and maximum hours 
of labor knew no sex during these times. 
No cry was made to relieve the nurses or 
the other women in industry and the armed 
services who worked day and night to save 
life and keep up production. Could it be in 
(Continued on page 14)
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these articles and have them available for 
examination by the customs officer before 
reaching the port of entry.
Pack baggage in a manner that will make 
inspection easy. Pack separately the articles 
acquired beyond United States Borders. If 
the customs officer asks to have the trunk 
of the car or any luggage opened, comply 
without hesitation. This will help speed the 
traveler through Customs.
If articles are being shipped, either be­
fore or after return to the United States, 
the merchant should be instructed to mark 
the package “Attention U.S. Customs— 
Tourist Purchase Enclosed.” A full descrip­
tion of articles should be made on the 
written declaration. This will expedite the 
clearance of the articles.
Anyone wishing the complete pamphlet on Custom 
Hints for Persons Entering the United States, may 
obtain it by writing Dorothy Adams, 2077 E. 88th 
St., Cleveland 6, Ohio. *
* * *
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1953 and 1954, as it was stated in 1836, 
that women are “a competitive menace to 
men" and, if so, there should be legislation 
kept on the statute books to restrict women 
in industry? I wonder if the women now 
employed in industry in the “restrictive” 
states realize the import of such so-called 
“protective legislation”?
The day the Senate passed the nullifying 
Hayden rider to the Equal Rights Amend­
ment (July 16, 1953), Senator Hayden read 
letters from the Amalgamated Clothing 
Workers of America, the American Federa­
tion of Hosiery Workers, the Textile Work­
ers Union of America, CIO, the Brotherhood 
of Railway and Steamship Clerks and, 
among others, one from the International 
Ladies’ Garment Workers Union written 
by Mr. David Dubinsky, President. In clos­
ing, Mr. Dubinsky wrote: “An equal-rights 
amendment which contains the provision 
you intend to propose (Hayden Rider) is 
one which our union can fully support. 
Without such a provision, the equal-rights 
amendment would be actively and firmly 
opposed by our union.” In other words, as 
I interpret this message, unless the right 
was reserved to be able to keep the present 
and impose future discriminations and re­
strictions upon women (protections to the 
opponents of the Amendment) the labor 
union would oppose the Equal Rights 
Amendment.
A labor resolution adopted by the A F 
of L 72nd Convention held in 1953 says in
part; “The American Federation of Labor 
has opposed the passage of this far-reaching 
enactment because it would imperil all 
Federal and State labor legislation protect­
ing wages, hours and working conditions of 
women.” I was under the impression that 
labor unions fought for more wages, less 
hours and better working conditions for all 
employees, female as well as male. Have 
the male workers lost their improved work­
ing conditions because of equal legal rights? 
If the women employees should obtain equal 
legal rights under the law, do the unions 
propose to throw them to the wolves and 
continue working for better labor condi­
tions for male employees only?
What about the other “protective legisla­
tion” that opponents of the Amendment cry 
the loudest about? The opposition in the 
Senate, led by the chief opponent, Mr. Hay­
den of Arizona, supported by Mr. Long of 
Louisiana, Mr. Lehman of New York, Mr. 
Holland of Florida, Mr. Welker of Idaho, 
Mr. Johnston of South Carolina and Mr. 
Humphrey of Minnesota, based their argu­
ments primarily on “protecting women” 
from having to pay alimony to a “lazy” 
husband, or from supporting the children, 
or from the loss of widows’ pensions, ma­
ternity benefits, or upon the effect on com­
munity property laws in 8 states, and upon 
state’s rights.
Why does anyone think that a widow, 
a mother, a child who meets the require­
ments for special benefits and aid would be 
denied or deprived of it if the women in 
this country were to be granted equal legal 
rights? A veteran does not lose his legal 
rights because he receives special benefits 
that other citizens do not receive. If he 
meets certain requirements he can go to 
college at Uncle Sam’s expense. Even all 
veterans can not have this benefit. The 
farmer’s income for a dozen eggs may be 
underwritten by the Federal Government, 
but no one underwrites my income from 
any source. Is the farmer to be deprived of 
his legal rights under the laws because he 
receives special benefits others do not re­
ceive? There are many such examples of 
special benefits written into our laws, but 
the citizens who receive them have equal 
legal rights.
Women know that the Equal Rights 
Amendment would not force a man to re­
spect her more than he does now; they 
know that in most cases if a father does 
not desire to support his children, an Equal 
Rights Amendment will not force him to 
do so or relieve him of that duty. Too many 
women, even though they have secured 
14
court judgment for such support, can verify 
this statement. They, by the millions, are 
the breadwinners for themselves and their 
children. This type of opposition is due to 
lack of understanding of how the woman 
of today has had to assume so many of 
the responsibilities of the husband or father 
or brother, as he carried them in the days 
of long ago. The truly “protected” woman 
and the man who so protects her may not 
have kept abreast of the need of women’s 
great contribution to the economic life of 
this nation.
The words “rights and benefits,” as in­
cluded in the Hayden rider which nullifies 
ERA, were a soothing, disarming potion. 
The words “or exemptions now or hereafter 
conferred by law upon persons of the female 
sex” saddled restrictive legislation now in 
existence and hereafter to be passed, upon 
the backs of all women in America, par­
ticularly working women. The Senate passed 
the Hayden rider. It passed the Equal Rights 
Amendment (S. J. Res. 49) with the rider 
a part of it, thus again defeating equal legal 
rights for women.
The House Bill now languishes in the 
House Judiciary Committee, still in its 
original form. Senator Butler of Maryland 
and his 23 co-sponsors of the Senate Bill, 
Honorable Katherine St. George, Represent­
ative in Congress from New York, chief 
sponsor of the ERA bill in the House, and 
her more than 100 co-sponsors, have fought 
for this legislation earnestly, and still fight 
in the House for the life of the original 
Amendment.
Millions of Americans still hope the 
pledges made on equal rights by the Re­
publicans and Democrats in Chicago will be 
fulfilled; that no appeasing, nullifying 
amendments will be acceptable, that this 
nation in the future can point with pride 
to the existence of equal legal rights for 
all citizens in this Democracy.
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CHAPTER PRESIDENTS YEAR 1954-1955
Atlanta—Ruth M. Crawford
First National Bank, Box 4148, Atlanta 2, Georgia 
Baltimore—Elizabeth S. Rodkey, C.P.A. 
3307 Benson Avenue. Baltimore 27. Maryland 
Buffalo—Mrs. Grace D. Ives
147 Nassau Avenue. Kenmore 17. New York 
Chicago—Jean F. Bremer, C.P.A. 
6942 S. Park Avenue, Chicago 37, Illinois 
Cincinnati—Rachel Wabnitz 
6807 Vine Street, Cincinnati 16, Ohio 
Cleveland—Frances M. Bogovich 
6701 Schaefer Avenue, Cleveland ,3. Ohio 
Columbus—Kathleen Wilson 
380 Piedmont Road, Columbus 14, Ohio 
Dayton—M. Jane Paull 
2470 Rugby Road, Dayton, Ohio 
Denver—Thelma Oetjen 
1137 Sherman, Apt. 15, Denver, Colorado 
Des Moines—Helen Stearns 
lll-51st St., Des Moines, Iowa 
Detroit—Bernice Williams 
2522 Oliver Road. Royal Oak. Michigan 
District of Columbia—Mary Durkan 
3111 S. 13th Road, Arlington 4, Virginia 
Grand Rapids—Nell Dykstra
941 Leonard St., N. W., Grand Rapids 4, Michigan 
Holland—Gretchen Ming 
51 E. 14th St., Holland, Michigan 
Houston—Marian A. Cooke 
2004 Woodhead, Houston, Texas 
Indianapolis—Harriette Ann Hill 
3420 N. Meridian St., Apt. 14, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Kalamazoo—Mrs. Alice De Planche 
1832 Van Zee, Kalamazoo, Michigan 
Kansas City—Josephine Dahlin 
1040 Quindaro Boulevard, Kansas City, Kansas 
Lansing—Mrs. Pauline R. Johnston 
1024 Linden St., East Lansing. Michigan 
Long Beach—Virginia Youngquist 
3515 Lemon Avenue, Long Beach, California
Los Angeles—Hazel Brooks Scott
3451 West Vernon Avenue, Los Angeles 8, California 
Louisville—Edith O. Zimmerman
3319 Utah—Apt. 4, Louisville 15, Kentucky 
Muskegon—Ruby Scheneman
1753 Peck St.. Muskegon, Michigan
New York—Mrs. Charlotte A. Lawrence
53-39 Francis Lewis Boulevard, Bayside, New York 
Oakland—Katherine McLeod
4501 Tulip Avenue. Oakland. California
Philadelphia—Frances E. Tinsley, C.P.A.
Penn Vacuum Stores, Inc., 1213 Race St., Philadelphia 7, 
Pennsylvania
Pittsburgh—Ruth S. Sundin
3003 Jenny Lind Street, McKeesport, Pennsylvania 
Portland—Mrs. Ruth G. Gooch
8637 S. E. Alder Street, Portland, Oregon
Richmond—Mrs. Lucille F. Taylor, C.P.A.
3606 Decatur St., Richmond, Virginia 
Sacramento—Margaret Holman 
5301 Callister St.. Sacramento 19, California 
Saginaw—Margie R. Perry
404 Second National Bank Bldg., Saginaw, Michigan
San Diego—Mrs. Mary A. Loos
1144 Alexandria Drive, San Diego 7, California 
San Francisco—Elizabeth Smelker
19 Lopez Avenue, San Francisco 16, California 
Seattle—Mrs. Eleanor Gove
2626 Eastlake Avenue, Seattle 2, Washington 
Spokane—Mrs. Jean F. Owen
9125 E. Boone Avenue, Dishman, Washington 
Syracuse—Gladys Parkerton
800 Maryland Ave., Syracuse 10, New York
Terre Haute  Mrs. Lula Pine
P. O. Box 201, Marshall, Illinois 
Toledo—Myrtle Geckler, C.P.A.
2310 Kenwod Ave., Toledo, Ohio 
Tulsa—Corinne Childs, C.P.A.
432 Kennedy Building, Tulsa, Oklahoma
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